We use a simple probabilistic decision problem as the basis for a three-hour exercise taught jointly by faculty from organizational behavior and management science. The exercise requires students to commit to a decision, and then defend their decision to other students. The problem is counter-intuitive, hence the bulk of students make an incorrect decision. This provides insight regarding irrational decision making behaviors, experiential learning of important organizational behavior topics, and an enhanced perspective on the value of analytical techniques.
MOTIVATION FOR THE EXERCISE
One of the key drivers in business school management science education is integration with other functional areas (Winston 1996 , Carraway and Clyman 1997 , Jordan et al. 1997 , Powell 1998 . Leading management science survey textbooks such as Ragsdale (2000) and especially Winston and Albright (2001) have many examples from finance, marketing, economics and operations management.
Organizational behavior is a required component of most MBA programs. Organizational behavior systematically studies "individual, group, and organizational processes" (Greenberg and Baron 1995) . The field examines the "attitudes and behaviors of individuals and groups in organizations" and "provides insight about effectively managing and changing them. It also studies how organizations can be structured more effectively and how events in their external environments affect organizations." (Johns and Saks 2001) .
Students sometimes acquire the misleading impression that organizational behavior is a "soft" field because many course elements are taught using discussionbased case methods or experiential exercises, and this approach does not always do justice to the highly empirical basis underlying the development of key concepts. By contrast, management science pedagogy stresses the tool and techniques of problem-solving but does not usually embed such practices in a context in which human behavior might have enormous consequences for decision outcomes and quality. Each field asks different questions, studies particular sets of problems, publishes within its own niche, and speaks its own specialized language.
Collaborations between the organizational behavior and management science fields are rare. The fields occupy silos that rarely meet in the classroom. Despite the importance of organizational behavior to business programs, we are aware of no teaching materials that integrate it with management science. We came to collaborate because we taught in an unusual MBA program that promoted flexibility and exchange among disciplines. This program required frequent team meetings among professors. It was during these meetings that we both saw the potential of this exercise for advancing key ideas about decision-making within our respective disciplines. This exercise has been repeated four times -twice for full-time MBA students, once in an Executive MBA program, and once in an academic conference of organizational behaviour scholars -and the results have been very similar.
BENEFITS OF THE EXERCISE
Because management science and organizational behavior both address decision making, there should be many opportunities for integration. We present an experiential exercise that integrates organizational behavior and management science in the context of a simple stochastic decision problem. The goals of the exercise are to:
• draw out and identify irrational behaviors that managers exhibit in the face of decisions to help students diagnose the types of conditions, problems, settings, and individual characteristics that might result in poor decision-making
• establish the value of rational analysis as an arbiter of complex decisions
The exercise is superior to our prior lecture-based approaches of teaching organizational behavior because it gives students an actual experience of irrational decision-making, escalation of commitment, and judgment under uncertainty. The unique benefit for the management science course is that this exercise provides a situation where quantitative analysis leads to significant, immediate resolution of a vexing problem about which students come to care passionately. We know of no better way to achieve these benefits.
This exercise uses the well-known Let's Make a Deal problem.(An Annotated Selected Bibliography for this problem is in Appendix E) We emphasize that we use this particular problem not because of any innate interest it may hold. We use it because it is easy to understand, yet strongly counter-intuitive, thus providing an effective vehicle to induce irrational behaviors. It is these irrational behaviors, and the use of rational analysis to counter them, that are the core of this exercise.
A game-show contestant (the student) is offered the choice of three doors. Behind one is a car; behind the other two doors are goats. After the contestant chooses a door, the host reveals a goat behind a door the contestant did not select. The host asks the contestant whether he or she will stay with the unopened original choice of door or switch to the remaining unopened door. Almost all students prefer to stay with their original choice of door. Not only do they prefer this alternative, but they strongly argue that they are either equally likely, or even more likely (because they believe in intuition) to win by staying with their original choice. These students are wrong. The mathematically correct answer is that switching is the winning strategy two out of three times. (See the Annotated Bibliography for references on the game and its ability to fool even professional statisticians.) Because the exercise hinges on the ability to explain the problem, it is effective with students who have had prior exposure to it. Although they might recognize the right answer, they still struggle to understand it.
One of the intriguing benefits of running this simple exercise in a classroom setting is that many students become more and more deeply entrenched in their commitment to staying with their original choice of door. Rather than seeking to solve the problem using any of the management science techniques they might have learned earlier in the degree program, they become deeply convinced that they are correct and that no verification is required. At this point, which usually takes less than an hour, we have simulated a genuine escalation of commitment to a losing course of action. As Ross and Staw put it, "Much of organizational theory can be reduced to two fundamental questions -how do we get organizations moving, and how do we get them stopped once they are moving in a particular direction?" This second question is particularly relevant, given that a series of empirical studies has documented the tendency of individuals to become "locked into losing situations" (1993) . Ross and Staw measured the cost of this persistence in one mega project alone, the ill-fated Shoreham nuclear power plant, as being over $5 billion. The determinants of escalation behavior may be found in the nature of the project, the psychology of the decision-makers, the social context, and the organizational factors surrounding the project (Brockner, 1992) . Within this literature are such concepts as sunk costs or opportunity costs, calculations of risk and reward, the political nature of relationships and obligations, and the various decisionmaking traps into which humans frequently though inadvertently fall (the latter described in the landmark article by Tversky and Kahneman, 1974) .
To be able to create the conditions leading to escalation of commitment, to have students actually feel it in a very personal way, and then to be able to guide a class out of a trapped situation through the use of techniques they already know -this is the essence of the exercise.
After the experiential portion of the exercise is over, students are given the opportunity to examine the rigorous empirical and theoretical literature in both organizational behavior and management science. Instead of simply debriefing the exercise and closing it down, we encourage students to explore some of the classic articles in two fields. Although the classroom portion of the exercise takes less than one day, the
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learning continues through the guided assignments we created for use over the next weeks. Because we used this exercise with both full-time MBA and Executive MBA classes and tested it in a major university teaching conference, we anticipate it could be successfully used in any post-graduate business program. We hypothesize this exercise could be useful with undergraduates.
STRUCTURE OF EXERCISE
The exercise is done in a 3-hour session taught jointly by an organizational behavior professor and a management science professor. To prepare for the exercise, the organizational behavior professor gives the students a short assignment a few days before the joint class. (We purposely distribute the assignment in the organizational behavior class. We want students to see for themselves the limitations of intuitive, non-quantitative analysis, and we want them to experience their own tendency to think inside the silo of a given course. An interesting extension to the research on defective group decision-making would be to contrast the outcomes of the exercise had it been assigned in a management science class versus an organizational behaviour class. To what extent does the context influence the decision processes employed?) Students hand in their written solution to the problem just prior to the joint exercise. The assignment is in Appendix A. Examples of written feedback from the organizational behavior professor on the written assignment is in Appendix B.
In class, we have students publicly vote on the answer. Because the assignment is framed as "stay or switch", we ask students to vote to stay or switch. During the voting process, we allow emergence of a third option, "indifferent". This option is selected by students who believe that staying and switching are equally attractive alternatives. In the event a student has changed his or her mind since the submission of the written assignment, the vote is based on the student's belief at the time of the vote.
At the conclusion of the voting, each student has publicly selected one of three groups:
• STAY: It is best to retain one's original choice of door.
• INDIFFERENT: It doesn't matter if one stays or switches
• SWITCH: It is best to choose the other unopened door.
It is important for planning this exercise to appreciate that about 70 percent of students will hand in assignments that argue for staying, 15 percent are indifferent, and a maximum of 15 percent will opt to switch. Because at least 85 percent of students initially get the answer wrong, the exercise itself generates enormous controversy.
We inform students that the class needs to reach agreement on the correct answer. Students are formed into groups of three to five like-minded voters. We provide each group with blank transparencies and markers. We instruct the groups to meet for 20 minutes. Their task is to create a presentation to persuade other students that their answer is correct.
Each group gives a 2-5 minute presentation using an overhead projector. Presentations are followed by extensive and highly energetic discussion. Eventually, analysis is brought to bear on the problem and most students are persuaded of the correct answer. Thoughtful facilitation is required.
IMPORTANT INFORMATION ABOUT THE GAME
There is one correct answer. Other answers are wrong.
The game show host always offers you the opportunity to switch. This is different than the old "Let's Make a Deal" television game show, where the host (Monty Hall) would choose to offer the switching opportunity conditional on the door originally chosen. Such a situation hinges on a subjective assessment of the host's behavior and lacks a mathematically correct answer.
This is one of those unusual situations where thinking outside the box is undesirable-there is sufficient challenge within the box. For example, one can't detect the second goat by observing the behavior of the first goat. Nor can one entice the goats with pheromones or imitation goat sounds, etc. (creative answers that we actually received from our students).
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DETAILS OF THE EXERCISE
Duration: A minimum of three hours is necessary to allow full debate. We usually allocate three hours and find that students continue arguing and discussing the simulation long after the class is over.
Setting: We use a case-style classroom that is suited for class discussions. In the front of the room there is an overhead projector. A computer attached to a projection device is located discreetly near the front of the room. The computer is connected to the web, and is running in a web browser a computer simulation of the game. (See the "Let's Make a Deal Applet" in the Resources section below.) The students are not allowed to see the computer screen until the appropriate time. The professors have props hidden for later use: 4 toy goats and 2 toy cars.
Commitment: We want the students to commit strongly to their answer-preferably the wrong answer-in order to give them a personal experience of escalation to commitment. To achieve this, we force the students to commit to an answer in writing, then vote publicly, and then group like-minded students together with the task of persuading others. Because one of the goals of the exercise is for students to actually experience entrenchment and escalation of commitment, we purposefully avoid grouping students of different opinions. (There might well be different outcomes if the groups were organized to reflect a diversity of opinion rather than unanimity. Organization behaviour researchers could easily adapt this exercise to test for the effects of diversity of opinion on group dynamics and decision outcomes.) Vote: Since the assignment is to decide whether it is best to "stay" or "switch", we initially vote on these two choices. We let the option of "indifferent" emerge during the voting process. (We don't present this option because we want students to discover the richness of the problem on their own, and we want them to observe their switch/stay choice when faced with indifferent alternatives.)
Presentations: We provide transparencies and pens for the students. The students huddle in break-out rooms, study carrels, corners of the classroom, or the hall to discuss and prepare their transparencies. Upon the students' return, we have each group present briefly. We have the "stay" groups present first, followed by "indifferent", followed by "switch". This helps entrench the wrong ("stay") answer, and minimizes the risk of a uniquely persuasive "switch" presentation persuading the class before they have had a chance to engage in unstructured debate. (This debate is where the strongest personal learning seems to occur.) Debate: The debate is intense and unstructured. Students will go the front to present new material, break into ad-hoc groups, wander the room looking for others to talk to, or even give up and read the newspaper. (These personal reactions are all points to bring out in the debriefing.) We have filmed the exercise, and encourage the use of visual records for later debriefing.
The debate is emotional and intense. Each individual will likely exhibit the personal behaviors they engage in under stress-withdraw, act aggressive, talk without listening, etc. (This is pointed out during the debrief, and we suggest to them that they reflect on their reaction after the exercise.)
Generally some students change their mind from "stay" to "switch" but many do not. Eventually when the debate gets completely stuck we point out that they have become a classic "deadlocked board of directors" and work with them to resolve the issue by encouraging some sort of analysis.
Analysis: Students can easily play the game using scraps of paper. Students can easily analyze the game using enumeration. However, in our experience, the class is resistant to performing analysis or doing experimentation. We generally have to push the class to do experiments or analysis.
One way to get a discussion of analysis started is to use the props and start quietly simulating the game in a corner of the classroom. Those students not engaged in the arguments will notice something is going on. This sets up the idea of doing experimentation/simulation.
Computer: The computer is running a Java applet that simulates the game. We discretely reposition the computer so that it is visible to students who have
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chosen to walk up to the projector during the Debate phase. Eventually a student will notice the game and start clicking on it. The provenance of the simulation is unknown to the students-it could be a plant, or it could be programmed wrong. However, the simulation can be very persuasive. This leads into debriefing points about not believing "black boxes", and the power of simulation and data for resolving conflict.
Facilitation: Initially facilitation is very light. We want the students to commit emotionally to their answers. We want them to experience "escalation of commitment" and become entrenched in their answers. We want them, not the faculty, to have responsibility for the debate. We resist their calls to referee the debate. If they suggest that expert opinion should be called in, we decline, and remind them that in the real world experts can disagree; they need to sort it out themselves.
Once they are entrenched, we need to help the class dig out. The tools for digging out of an entrenched position are experimentation and analysis. We do not allow the easy option of simply taking a vote and letting the majority decide. The challenge is to get students to start analyzing and experimenting. The props (goats and cars) can be used to start some students playing the game. Side conversations can be used to get other students enumerating the game. The computer applet can be used to get students to use a computer simulation of the game.
Once the experimentation/analysis gets underway, the class will start to converge on the correct answer. We don't need for them all to agree because our discussion goals relate to the process of individual and group decision-making, not the analysis required to get the right answer.
Facilitators need to be prepared for a fractious class. Students have verbally attacked the game and verbally attacked the professors for working "against the class".
Debrief: Because of the emotional nature of the exercise, it is important to do at least some debriefing before the end of class. We take a 10 minute break before the debrief to make it clear that the Debate phase is over, and give emotionally charged students a chance to calm down. We start with a few opening remarks, and then let the students start the debrief. We make a point of touching on the following issues during the debriefing discussion:
• acknowledge that this is not what they expected
• thank the students for their efforts in a very difficult exercise
• make a point of appreciating the contribution to the class of individual students who did things they might be regretting-this is a valuable teaching to the class
• discuss the readings on escalation of commitment in light of this experience
• explore their reaction to the computer simulation, whose provenance and accuracy is unknown
• in light of the previous point discuss the power of simulation and data for persuasion
• remind them of the simplicity of the exercise and the richness of the reaction to it
• discuss their emotional responses throughout the exercise
In addition, we guide students through structured homework-based debriefings. Appendix C shows example homework questions for the organizational behavior class, and Appendix D contains example homework questions for the management science class.
STUDENTS WITH PRIOR KNOWLEDGE OF THE GAME
Because this game is well known, some students may have some prior knowledge of the game. Such students can be segregated and act as observers, or allowed to play the game. We ask that these students disclose their prior knowledge in the assignment that is handed in prior to the start of the in-class exercise.
Prior knowledge of the game seems to pose less difficulty than one might expect. First, some students with prior knowledge recall the wrong answer. They receive a powerful lesson about the limitations of received knowledge, and fall into the trap with the bulk of the class. Second, most students with prior knowledge do not understand why the answer is correct.
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They still struggle to understand and explain why it is correct. Finally, any students with prior knowledge who are technically astute enough to understand why the answer is correct will learn that being right is nice, but is not sufficient for a manager. One must be able to persuade others. For some technically skilled students, this can be a vital learning experience. In a particularly fractious class of 30, one student arrived at the correct answer and presented it well in front of his peers. He was articulate, logical, and accurate. Students heckled him, shouting "loser, loser" despite his best efforts.
We have tried it both ways, having students with prior experience serve as observers, and alternatively take part as participants. We prefer to include all students in the game. The key learnings of the game come from the experience of personal reactions and group dynamics, not from the articulation of the correct answer. We believe that any students with prior knowledge learn more if they experience the game rather than observe it. Having students with prior knowledge of the game does not seem to harm the learning of the other students.
ANALYTICAL SKILLS THAT CAN BE USED TO FIND THE CORRECT ANSWER
Students have multiple techniques they can use to solve this problem. The exact mix of available techniques depends on prior preparation and the content of the management science course.
• Decision Trees
• Exhaustive Enumeration (equivalent to a decision tree)
• Monte Carlo Simulation in a computer
• Repeatedly Play the Game (Experimentation)
• Argument by extreme case (You have 1,000,000 doors, the host opens 999,998 doors with goats)
Despite these many techniques, students resist the use of analysis during the discussion. Even if they do an analysis, they then struggle with the important management science skill of using a technical insight to induce change by persuading other people of the correct course action.
WHY IS THIS A POWERFUL EXERCISE?
After learning via the case method, experiential exercises, and other hands-on approaches, many students (particularly MBA students) persist in making the following excuses for poor performance:
• if I had more time
• if I had more information
• if the instructions were clearer
• there was so much information that I couldn't sort it out
• if I could have worked alone rather than in a group
• if I could have worked in a group rather than alone
• the statistics were so complicated
The delightful aspect of this exercise is that it is so simple: so easily tested through experimentation, with a large variety of methods that could use logic and reasoning, any one of which would result in the correct answer.
The frustration of this exercise is that students prematurely develop an intuitive answer which is wrong, and refuse to employ any analytical tools to test their intuition and instead devote their energies to justifying their wrong answer. The problem is significant because of the light it sheds on human nature, the limitations of rational models of decision-making, and the resistance to information that contradicts our intuitions.
Even for those students who recall from previous experience what the correct answer is, they in general are unable to explain why the answer is correct. Thus the exercise remains suitable for long-term use.
There is an additional benefit for the Organizational Behavior class. Students sometimes complain that the OB class lacks rigor because there is often no "correct" answer to an organizational issue. This exercise has one mathematically correct answer, and the students cannot rationalize that a wrong answer was somehow valid in an appropriate context.
STUDENT FEEDBACK
Student feedback is mixed. Students are most positive in classes in which the original (incorrect) answer does
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not count greatly towards grades. The first time we offered the exercise, we erred in assigning ten percent of the final grade in the organizational behaviour course towards the initial answer (stay or switch, and the justification). We wanted students to take their initial assignment seriously. This didn't work well. Given that most people arrive at the wrong answer, students had a legitimate grievance when this counted too strongly against them. In subsequent courses, we made students commit to a specified checklist of certain courses of action if they are wrong. We asked "How sure are you of your answer [to stay, to switch]? If you are wrong, would you donate money to a specified charity? Would you participate in the Terry Fox run for cancer research? Would you bake cookies for the class before the end of the semester?" and so on. This is a much better morale-building approach. We raised hundreds of dollars for charity, had over a dozen runners, and ate cookies for the remainder of the semester. This is the approach we advocate. It adds a more light-hearted touch without reducing the power of the exercise once students come to the class.
Course evaluations of the instructors do not offer the possibility of scoring the power of the exercise on a Likert-type scale. In open-ended sections, however, students volunteered that the exercise was "powerful", "frustrating", "unnerving" and so on. The distinctive feature of the feedback we receive relative to other teaching experiences is that it comes to us in unusual ways and from non-student sources. Students took the exercise home with them and tested their parents, spouses, children and siblings. Their work colleagues were treated to the exercise. Sometimes we would be accosted in the hallways, at parties, and at our places of worship by students' family members who wanted to argue about the Let's Make a Deal answer. There is no doubt that the exercise is engaging, and that it captures attention well beyond any conventional teaching techniques.
ORIGIN OF THIS EXERCISE
This exercise originated when the authors were teaching in the Enterprise MBA program at the University of Calgary. This program was very tightly integrated with the explicit goal of breaking down disciplinary boundaries in teaching. Both instructors were aware that the other "taught something about decision-making" but we had little mutual understanding.
Although the structure and incentives provided by the Enterprise MBA program were important to creating this exercise, we see no reason that they are necessary. The management science instructor has successfully used this exercise in the Executive MBA program, partnering with a different organizational behavior instructor.
We encourage management science faculty to approach their colleagues in organizational behavior to collaborate in delivering this exercise, or seek other forms of educational collaboration.
Better understanding of organizational behavior will help the management science instructor enliven his own teaching. In addition, the more that other departments understand about modern business school management science, the more likely it is that management science will flourish at that school.
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APPENDIX A: ASSIGNMENT HANDOUT
The assignment is made in the OB class. We're not sure what would happen if it was given out in the management science class-that might be a cue to think analytically, which would eliminate the learning about their individual approaches to problem-solving.
The handout is given a few days in advance and is turned in prior to the joint class. Be sure to allow enough time that the excuse of "we didn't have time to think it through" is not valid. Also, do not attach much of a grade to the hand-in, as over 85 percent of students will get the answer wrong. There should be sufficient incentive that students hand in the work, but not so great that their final grades are pulled down as a result of a (predictably) wrong answer.
Because there are many websites on this puzzle, it is important to specify that the students are to solve this problem individually, without any outside assistance whatsoever. In our experience, even students who have seen this problem before or "know" the right answer still struggle to explain why the answer is correct.
Decision-Making Exercise
We begin this module with a simple situation in which there is a mathematically correct answer: Instructions: You are to work alone. There must not be any consultation or discussion whatever with classmates, other people, or other sources of information.
APPENDIX B -WRITTEN FEEDBACK WITH RETURN OF ORIGINAL WRITTEN ASSIGNMENT
We provide written feedback to all students in the Organizational Behavior class based on the course content. Examples of this feedback are below.
Let's Make A Deal
How to earn points by answering this exercise: Given that this was a very simple exercise with very clear instructions, in which you had the time to generate data, I will only give high marks to a correct answer based either upon reason and/or data. (Alas, there was only one paper out of 35 in this category.) On the other hand, it is possible to earn part marks even for wrong answers. The key is the logic, flow, and argumentation skills demonstrated in justifying the answer.
Four possible grades:
1. 10/10 right answer, right logic (or data);
2. 7/10 wrong answer, glimmers of the right answer or Wrong answer, but highly creative. Right answer but justification is not quite there;
3. 6/10 wrong answer, creative insights about human nature. Right answer, but lacking logic or poorly justified;
4. 5/10 wrong answer, poorly justified. (Mark comes from participation in the in-class exercise.)
Watch Out for Common Errors in Logic
Red herrings:
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What if the host revealed a car rather than a goat? What if the game was rigged? What if the outcomes of the game were life and death rather than goats and cars? These points allow a great deal of obfuscation that hides an inability to answer the questions posed in the exercise.
Inappropriate analogies:
The temptation is to say that the game is similar to a multiple choice exam. Many students recall being told to stay with their original choices. But students are so advised because they do have prior knowledge of the course material, perhaps buried deeply in the recesses of their minds, but nevertheless guiding their instincts as to which alternative to select. Let's Make a Deal is a game of chance where prior knowledge cannot help you with the initial selection of a door.
One student said that there is a more comfortable way of losing: like having a lead in a baseball game from the beginning and losing in the 9th inning, which feels worse than being behind from the start and ultimately losing. But in baseball, the fans and players know the score all along whereas in Let's Make a Deal the score is hidden until the final outcome is revealed.
A popular analogy is to the simple coin toss, which does indeed capture the random nature of this game, but coin tossing assumes two outcomes only, and it assumes absolutely no prior information about outcomes. Let's Make a Deal is distinguishable from coin tossing.
These analogies are very appealing, but they compare apples and oranges. They purport to be revealing, but actually shed no real light on the problem at hand.
Illogical: Strong Preferences in the Face of Mathematical Equality
The insistence that even with 50/50 odds, you must stay with your original choice is illogical (as Spock would say). Logic in this case means that you are indifferent. There may be psychological reasons to prefer one option over the other, but the mathematics argue for indifference between the choices of staying and switching.
No New Information
Some students argued that the host's revelation of a goat behind another door reveals no new information. In fact, it does: it eliminates a station that had a prior probability of 1/3.
The Issue of Regret
The notion of regret is bizarre when applied to a situation of alleged mathematical equivalence between staying and switching. If your chances are truly equal, you should have regret in losing scenarios whether you stayed or switched. The real issue is "Why is more regret attached to losing in a switch than losing in a stay?" Since the odds allegedly are the same, answering this question well will reveal a lot of information about human nature. Explain why "having the car and losing it" is inferior to "not having the car" and failing to gain it when given an opportunity?
Applying "Gut Feeling"
Students assert that "gut feeling" is vital, but none go so far as to claim extrasensory powers. So what is "gut feeling" in a game of chance? You might have a "gut feeling" about whether your date is fated to become your spouse some day, but your instincts are based on many years of socialization and experience. How have you developed a "gut feeling" about which door to select in the first place? (It is illogical).
Moving to door #3 because a Mercedes emblem is a three pointed star (one student's answer) inserts a touch of magical realism into the game. It is quirky, but not persuasive.
Contextualizing the Game and Forgetting the Question
Some students wrote about the goals of the game: to create excitement for the crowd, to raise anxiety in the contestant. These provide a good context, but they don't answer the question.
Changing the Game Restrospectively
One student made the argument that "I really have a 50% chance of winning the Mercedes right from the
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beginning if I know that the host always will reveal a door containing one of the goats." I was stumped by this assertion because it says, with perfect clarity, what is most nagging about the game. Are the initial odds 2 or 1/3? Is it a two door game or a three door game? By asserting that it is a two door game at the outset, the issue of initial odds versus late game odds is neatly sidestepped.
The Core of My Identity
Some students justified their decisions to revealing personal information about themselves. For example, staying indicates persistence in the face of pressure. Switching is empowering. I am an "easy come, easy go" person. "I am working on becoming braver." These types of answers have a magical quality because they are a bait and switch trick. These students personalized situations in order to put forward an answer of sorts, while they actually avoided formulating and articulating a general answer to the real question posed: is there a correct solution to the problem?
AWARDS
I. Creativity
John's sniffing goat solution. Definitely "thinking outside the box" that might well help solve the problem and increase the odds of making the correct selection. Lucas also mentioned the sounds and smells of goats.
II. Most Frustrating Answer
Mary's "gotta let data guide you" but providing no data and wanting intuition to determine the outcome. Had data not been mentioned, it would have been a standard answer, but having discussed the role of gathering data in decision-making, the reader begins cheering for the experiments to begin. They don=t. Intuition prevails (incorrectly). Runner-up: Harrie.
III. Most Almost There Answer
Omar knew that the initial odds were 1/3 and he knew that the host revealed additional information. He just didn't know how to allocate the new information.
IV. Most Correct Answer
Leslie solved the puzzle using his knowledge of statistics and breaking away from the tyranny of intuition in order to apply a billion door game. Nice job, but Leslie, you dodged the conclusion that the odds were 2/3 for switching by claiming only a Aslight advantage@ to switching. Even making the breakthroughs in logic and reasoning, it remains difficult to come right out and make the bold assertion that the odds of winning are 2/3.
APPENDIX C -ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAV-IOR HOMEWORK QUESTIONS
Students must hand in answers to the following questions within one week of completing the exercise in class.
